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PHOSPHATE  FERTILIZER  PLANTS 

Final  Guideline  Document  Availability 

The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  an- 
noimc^  the  availability  of  the  final 
guideline  document  for  the  control  of 
atmospheric  fluoride  emissions  from  ex¬ 
isting  phosphate  fertilizer  plants.  This 
action  triggers  the  development  of  state 
plans  to  control  fluoride  emissions  from 
existing  phosphate  fertilizer  facilities 
under  secticm  111(d)  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act.  The  Act  requires  that  “designated” 
pollutants  controlled  under  standards 
of  performance  for  new  stationary 
sources  (section  111(b))  also  be  con¬ 
trolled  at  existing  facilities  in  the  same 
source  category.  New  source  perform¬ 
ance  standards  for  flve  sources  of  fluor¬ 
ide  emissions  within  the  phosphate  fer¬ 
tilizer  indiistry  were  promulgated  Aug¬ 
ust  6,  1975  (40  FR  33152).  Fluorides 
are  considered  a  designated  pollutant 
and  therefore  must  also  be  controlled 
under  section  111(d). 

On  November  17,  1975  (40  FR  53340), 
EPA  promulgated  a  new  subpart  B  to 
40  CFR  Part  60  establishing  procedures 
and  requirements  for  submittal  of  state 
plans  for  control  of  designated  pollu¬ 
tants  from  designated  facilities  under 
section  111(d).  A  siunmary  of  subpart 
B  and  a  discussion  of  the  basic  con¬ 
cepts  imderlying  it  appear  in  the  pre¬ 
amble  published  in  connection  with  its 
promulgation.  In  brief,  subpart  B  pro¬ 
vides  that  after  a  standard  of  perform¬ 
ance  applicable  to  emissions  of  a  desig¬ 
nated  pollutant  from  new  sources  is 
promulgated,  the  Administrator  will 
publish  a  draft  guideline  document  con¬ 
taining  informatiCHi  pertinoit  to  the 
control  of  the  same  pollutant  from 
designated  (i.e.,  existing)  facilities.  He 
will  also  publish  a  notice  of  availability 
of  the  draft  guideline  document,  and 
invite  c(Hnm«its  on  its  contents.  After 
publication  of  a  flnal  gtildellne  docu¬ 
ment  for  the  pollutant  in  question,  the 
States  will  have  nine  months  to  devdop 
and  submit  plans  for  control  of  that 
pollutant  from  designated  facilities. 
Within  four  months  after  the  date  for 
sulnnission  of  plans,  the  Administrator 
will  approve  or  disaprove  each  plan  (or 
portion  thereof).  If  a  State  plan  (or 
portion  thereof)  is  disapproved,  the 
Administrator  will  pnHnulgate  a  plan 
(or  portion  thereof)  within  six  months 
after  the  date  for  plan  submission. 
These  and  related  provisions  of  sub¬ 
part  B  are  basically  patterned  after 
section  110  of  the  Act  and  40  CFR  Part 
51  (concerning  adc^tion  and  submittal 
of  State  implem^ntatiCHi  plans  under 
section  110). 

The  notice  of  availability  of  the  draft 
guideline  document  for  existing  phos¬ 
phate  fertilizer  plants  was  published  in 
the  Federal  Register  on  May  12,  1976 
(41  FR  19585).  Fourteen  comment  let¬ 
ters  were  received  on  the  draft  guide¬ 
line  document;  nine  fnxn  Industry,  three 
from  State  agencies,  and  two  from  other 

FEDERAL 


governmental  agencies.  Copies  of  the 
comment  letters  are  available  for  public 
inspection  and  copying  at  the  U.S.  En¬ 
vironmental  Protectkm  Ag'^cy,  Public 
InformaticHi  Reference  Unit  (EPA  Li¬ 
brary),  Room  2922,  401  M  Street,  S.W., 
Washington,  D.C.  20460.  A  summary  of 
the  comments  and  EPA’s  responses  may 
be  obtained  upon  written  request  from 
the  EPA  Public  Information  Center  (PM- 
215),  401  M  Street.  S.W.,  Washington, 
D.C.  20460.  Copies  of  the  flnal  guideline 
document  are  available  at  the  same  ad¬ 
dress  (specify  “Final  Guideline  Docu¬ 
ment:  Control  of  Fluoride  Emissions 
from  Existing  Phosphate  Fertilizer 
Plants.”) 

None  of  the  comments  warranted  a 
change  in  the  emission  guidelines.  How¬ 
ever,  several  cmmnents  necessitated 
changes  in  the  guideline  document.  The 
more  significant  Issues  raised  by  the  ccxn- 
menters  are  discussed  as  follows: 

1.  Welfare-Related  Pollutant.  In  an- 
noimcing  the  availability  of  the  draft 
guideline  document,  the  Administrator 
also  announced  his  determination  that 
atmospheric  fluoride  emissions  frcrni  the 
phosphate  fertilizer  industry  are  welfare 
related.  This  decision  was  primarily 
based  upon  the  findings  of  the  National 
Academy  of  Science  (NA.S.)  report 
Fluorides.  One  (xmimenter  challenged 
this  determination  on  the  basis  that  the 
N.AB.  report’s  analysis  of  atmospheric 
fluoride  freehold  limits  were  obtained 
using  specially  controlled  experimental 
c(mditions.  EPA  can  And  no  fault  in 
ming  accepted  sciaitiflc  methodology 
(controlled  conditi(H]s)  for  analyzing 
these  effects.  The  commenter  gave  no 
reason  to  suspect  that  equal  concentra¬ 
tions  of  fluoride  in  the  ambient  air  re¬ 
sulting  from  fertilizer  facility  emissions 
will  not  have  the  same  effect  on  farm 
crops  as  was  demmistrated  during  the 
tests  summarized  by  NA.6.  Therefore, 
EPA  finds  no  reason  to  alter  its  deter¬ 
mination  that  atmosi^eric  fluoride  «nls- 
slons  cause  or  contribute  to  the  endan- 
germent  of  the  public  welfare. 

2.  Emission  Guidelines.  Four  c(»n- 
menters  stated  that  they  c<mslder  the 
emission  guiddines  to  be  too  strict.  Their 
argument  was  that  the  costs  associated 
with  retroflttlng  (xmtrol  equipment  capa¬ 
ble  of  achieving  the  onlsslm  griidellnes 
outweigh  the  benefits  derived  from  such 
a  control  level. 

The  mission  guidelines  recomended 
in  the  document  reflect  the  Adminis¬ 
trator’s  judgment  on  the  degree  of  ccm- 
trol  attainable  with  the  best  system  of 
emission  reduction  (considering  the  cost 
of  Installing  such  system  in  existing 
facilities)  that  has  been  adequately 
demonstrated  for  existing  phosphate 
fertilizer  plants.  EPA  evaluated  the  costs 
of  existing  facilities  to  ccMnply  with  the 
guideline  and  determined  that  the  costs 
are  reasonable.  The  commenters  did  not 
provide  any  data  or  information  which 
would  support  changing  this  determina¬ 
tion.  • 

There  were  three  comments  question¬ 
ing  the  reliability  of  spray-crossflow 
packed  bed  (SCTB)  scrubbers  as  the 
principal  control  device  for  achieving  the 
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fluoride  emissicm  guidelines.  Specifically, 
concern  was  raised  over  the  possibility 
of  plugging  if  gypsum  pond  water  is  used 
rather  than  fresh  water.  EPA  realizes 
that  any  centred  device  will  require  pe¬ 
riodic  maintenance,  including  the  SCPB 
scrubber.  Since  the  plants  having  SCPB 
scrubbers  that  underwent  emission  tests 
to  obtain  background  data  for  the  new 
source  performance  standards  experi¬ 
enced  no  insurmoLmtable  problems  with 
plugging  when  using  recycled  gypsum 
pond  water,  EPA  is  promulgating-  the 
guideline  as  proposed. 

3.  Implementation  of  Guidelines  by 
States.  Five  of  the  commenters  assumed 
that  the  emission  guidelines  were  to  be 
considered  as  Federal  requirements  and 
questioned  the  necessity  of  Federal 
standards  where  adequate  State  regrila- 
tlons  currently  are  in  effect.  Since  atwns- 
pheric  fluorides  are  determined  to  have 
welfare-related  rather  than  health- 
related  effects,  the  procedures  explained 
in  40  FR  53340  grant  the  States  a  degree 
of  flexibility  in  establishing  their  control 
plans.  States  may  balance  the  emission 
control  benefits  against  other  factors  of 
public  concern  in  developing  emission 
standards  or  may  choose  to  not  revise 
existing  State  standards  which  cur¬ 
rently  provide  adequate  protection  of 
public  welfare.  Compliance  times  must 
be  included  in  the  development  of  any 
plan,  and  its  submission  must  meet  the 
procedural  requirements  of  subpart  B. 
However,  less  stringent  emission  stand¬ 
ards  or  longer  compliance  times  for  spe¬ 
cific  designated  facilities  may  be  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  plan  on  a  case-by-case  basis 
provided  the  State  demonstrates  that 
factors  specific  to  any  facility  or  groups 
of  facilities  justify  the  aiH>llcation  of  less 
stringent  standards  or  final  compliance 
times.  Examples  of  typical  factors  that 
could  upon  close  analysis  provide  such 
justification  are: 

(a)  Unresisonable  cost  of  control  be¬ 
cause  of  plant  age,  location  or  process 
design; 

(b)  Physical  impossibility  of  installing 
contred  equipment,  or 

(c)  Existing  State  standards  liiat 
closely  approximate  the  guidelines  or 
have  been  shown  to  be  adequate  for  con¬ 
trolling  welfare  related  environmental 
effects. 

Conversely,  no  action  by  EPA  pre¬ 
cludes  a  State  from  adopting  more  strin¬ 
gent  emission  standards  or  compliance 
times  than  those  specified  in  subpart  C 
or  in  the  guideline  document. 

One  commenter  suggested  a  24-month 
compliance  time  instead  of  the  17 -month 
complisince  time  proposed.  He  specifi¬ 
cally  mentioned  the  two  week  time  pe¬ 
riod  allowed  for  startup  of  the  control 
device  as  being  too  strict.  EPA  concurs 
with  the  commenter  that  two  weeks  is 
an  insufiBcient  interval  from  equipment 
installation  to  final  compliance  for  any 
facility,  and  has  lengthened  this  interval 
to  six  weeks.  This  makes  the  final  guide¬ 
line  compliance  time  18  months.  The 
final  guideline  compliance  time  is  rep¬ 
resentative  of  typical  time  periods  for 
completion  of  each  milestone,  but  ET’A 
recognizes  that  atsrical  situations  are 
more  probable  with  retrofit  projects.  For 
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this  reason  the  final  guideline  document 
states  that  the  compliance  time  may  ex¬ 
ceed  18  months,  when  approved  by  the 
state,  for  plants  having  justifiable  rea¬ 
sons  for  additional  time. 

4.  Control  Costs.  The  estimated  costs 
associated  with  Implementing  the  draft 
guideline  were  criticized  as  being  too 
low  by  two  common ters.  EPA  agrees  that 
certain  capital  expense  items  were  not 
computed  at  current  prices  and  has 
thus  recomputed  the  installed  costs  of 
control  equipment.  Also,  in  response  to 
one  commenter  that  the  Indirect  costs  of 
retrofitting  an  existing  plant  are  higher 
than  those  in  the  draft  guideline  docu¬ 
ment,  the  indirect  costs  were  recom¬ 
puted  at  50  percent  of  the  direct  cost 
values.  The  updated  cost  figures  required 
changes  in  Tables  1-4,  1-5,  and  7-1  In 
the  final  guideline  document.  However, 
Impacts  of  the  Increased  costs  were  not 


of  sufficient  magnitude  to  require  any 
changes  in  the  guideline  emissioa  levels. 

5.  General.  In  respcmse  to  two  com¬ 
ments  noting  inconsistencies  within  the 
document  concerning  the  level  of  fluoride 
emissions  from  existing  fertilizer  facili¬ 
ties  (Table  9-2),  the  guideline  dociunent 
estimates  of  fiuoride  emissions  from 
typical  facilities  have  been  revised  to 
show  lower  emission  levels.  Table  9-1 
was  also  changed  to  show  a  slightly  less 
total  yearly  emission  level  to  the  atmos¬ 
phere  from  all  phosphate  fertilizer  facili¬ 
ties  nationwide.  The  revised  figures  were 
based  on  updated  information  on  both 
the  recent  advances  in  fiuoride  emission 
ccmtrols  by  existing  fertilizer  facilities 
and  more  accurate  estimates  of  fertilizer 
production  levels.  The  Increase  in  esti¬ 
mated  yearly  production  levels  also  re¬ 
sulted  in  increasing  the  projected  «iergy 
demands  associated  with  retrofit  controls 


that  are  shown  in  Table  9-10.  These 
changes  corrected  the  inconsistencies 
noted  by  the  commenters  in  the  draft 
guideline  document,  but  did  not  effect 
the  guideline  emission  levels. 

Effective  date:  The  nine-month  period 
during  which  the  States  are  to  develop 
their  control  plans  begins  March  1,  1977. 

(Secs.  llMd),  114,  301(a).  Clean  Air  Act,  a.s 
amended  (42  U.S.C.  1857c-6(d).  1857c-9. 
1857g(a).) 

Non. — The  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  has  determined  that  this  document 
does  not  contain  a  major  proposal  requiring 
preparation  of  an  Economic  Impact  State* 
ment  under  Executive  Order  11949. 

Dated:  February  22, 1977. 

John  Quarles, 
Acting  Administrator. 
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